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Dear Sir: 
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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 
In re Applicant: § 
Kim Marie Clark § 


Filed: August 5, 2003 § Art Unit: 3765 


10 Serial No. 10/634,204 § Examiner: Ahmad,Nasser 

§ 

For: ADHESIVE CORD COVER § Attorney Docket No.: 317270.4/A0220145US 


AMENDMENT 


Commissioner of Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1450 
Dear Sir: 


Applicant acknowledge receipt of the Office Action issued in the above identified application 
on February 3, 2005. Applicant appreciates the thorough review of the subject of the invention and 
2 5 the assessment of the prior art in the rejection of claims 1 through 10. 

The Rejections 


Claims 1 and 5 - 7 are rejected under 35 U.S./C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Ratzlaff 
(5,099889), and under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious based upon Padilla (5,869, 159) in view of 
3 0 Petock. 

Claims 1 -3 and 5 - 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ratzlaff 
in view of Simmons (5,964,252) 

Claims 4 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ratzlaff in 
view of Tomberlin (4,939,778. 
3 5 In respect to the rejection of claims 1 and 5 - 7 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) it is well known that 

to anticipate a claim, the reference must teach every element of the claim. MPEP §2131 . Further, 
the identical invention must be shown - in as complete detail as in the claim. Richardson v. Suzuki 


